Boosted by landmark decisions such as Crotty, Solange, or Maastricht-Urteil, academic literature on National Higher Courts in the context of European integration has undergone an exponential growth in the last decades. In this Article, I aim at mapping this emerging subfield in order to explore the three patterns that structure it. First, a trend towards the consolidation and expansion of literature on the higher courts of the Member States, which has gained relative autonomy from general studies on European law and politics. Second, a clear tendency towards the internationalization of this subfield, which has developed in parallel to the national scholarship on the topic. And third, the emergence of a pattern of transdisciplinary dialogue in a subfield featured by the diversity of approaches, methodologies, and epistemological backgrounds.
on European Union treaties, 5 cases on the implementation of secondary law of the EU, 6 or even more recently, on austerity measures. 7 The salience of these rulings was from the outset paralleled by a growing body of scholarly production. Lawyers, but also political scientists and sometimes even sociologists and 5 For an additional case to the Maastricht-Urteil ruling, see, e.g., Bundesverfassungsgericht [BVerfG] [Federal Constitutional Court] 92-313DC, Sept. 23, 1992 (Fr.) ; S.T.C., July 1, 1992 (No. 001/1992 92-312, Nov. 19, 2004 (Fr.) ; S.T.C., Dec. 13, 2004 (No. 1/2004 VERFASSUNGSGERICHTSHOFES [VFSLG] No. SV 1/10-9 (Austria). 6 See, e.g., Alkotmánybíróság (AB) [Constitutional Court] May 25, 2004 , 17/2004 7 Austerity measures were usually passed by national authorities, but they are no doubt part of the more general European management of the crisis. See Portuguese Constitutional Court, case 353/2012, decision of 5 July 2012. Portuguese Constitutional Court, case 187/2012, decision of 5 April 2013. S.T.C., Dec. 18, 2004 (No. 215/2014 ) (Spain).; S.T.C., Oct. 23, 2014 (No. 171/2014 historians, seemed to understand the core role that NHCs were starting to play in the integration of the continent. Research on their decisions was marked by the variety of approaches, ranging from doctrinal interpretations, 8 to analysis of their normative and philosophical implications, 9 to empirical explanations of judicial decision-making, 10 to theorizations of the strategies followed by courts in their relations with the Court of Justice, 11 to networks and transnational legal activity. 12 This Article reviews approximately 150 pieces of research on this area, which will show that slowly, but progressively, a whole subfield was born. This subfield was rooted in a variety of academic disciplines and with the role of NHCs in the process of European integration at its core.
In this Article, I shall aim at mapping this subfield, analyzing academic literature on NHCs in the process of European integration and describing the main patterns and trends that crosscut it. My focus will be essentially, although not only, English language literature, and my objective will be to summarize various decades of academic production and to identify the direction towards which current research moves. In so doing, I aim at contributing to the self-awareness of this body of literature, as at this point of its process of maturation it can already construct a narrative about its history and undertake a reflection about its present situation and future challenges. In particular, I shall argue that three patterns can be identified in the subfield. First, as suggested above, the increasing attention devoted by scholarly literature on European Union studies to NHCs, which points towards the emergence and consolidation of a subfield of research. Second, a trend towards the institutionalization of an internationalized body of scholarly production, through the creation of a transnational network of academics for whom the decisions of their NHCs on 8 See, e.g European Union matters are not any longer an exclusively national issue. And third, a trend towards the diversification of approaches, in which legal-doctrinal analyses coexist with social sciences and even humanities ones. This final pattern points towards a rich academic scenario featured by a consolidated multidisciplinarity and an emerging interdisciplinarity. Academics from different disciplinary backgrounds seem to fully realize that they are not alone in the study of NHCs and often engage in mutual dialogue, even if truly interdisciplinary approaches are still a minority phenomenon. Consolidation, internationalization, and multidisciplinarity are, thus, the three defining features of a subfield which is probably to expand in the future as NHCs' involvement in European Union affairs is unlikely to decrease in the next years.
In order to explain these three patterns, this Article is structured as follows. After this introduction, I will briefly describe the evolution of the field of European judicial integration over the last decades, paying attention both to the preference for certain objects of study and to the disciplinary approaches that have structured scholarly production. Next, I will analyze the literature focusing on NHCs in the process of European integration. I will show how the different disciplines covering this topic have displayed different internal dynamics and differentiated theoretical and epistemological assumptions. Yet, in the following section I will show how, despite their differences, these varied disciplines have converged in the analysis of particular topics and objects of study, thus engaging in fruitful conversation. The Article finishes with some brief conclusions.
B. The Role of NHCs in the Field of European Judicial Integration
In the last decades, studies on European judicial and legal integration have gained autonomy from general studies in European integration and have emerged as a distinct field. Within this new field, the analysis of NHCs is one of the main provinces. As a result of the salience of their rulings, the higher courts of the Member States have been deemed to merit not only scholarly, but also social and political attention. In this context, the study of NHCs has emerged as a specific, semi-autonomous subfield, with its own dynamics and structuring patterns. This, however, was not always the case. In fact, for the first decades of European integration NHCs had a rather marginal role in academic literature. It can be said that, at least until the 1980s, studies on judicial actors in the European Union were dominated by two main characteristics.
First, the preferential focus on the Luxembourg Court, with special emphasis on its jurisprudence. 13 The attention paid to the NHCs in the European integration process was 13 15 Nevertheless, it is necessary to stress that writings focusing on NHCs were, at that time, clearly a minority in a general context in which the ECJ is the main focus of attention.
The second of the characteristics is the hegemony of legal-doctrinal studies aided by journals such as Common Market Law Review. Judicial actors were essentially considered the territory of lawyers. As stated by Dehousse, political science studies on European integration seemed for a long time to under-analyze the role of the Luxembourg Court. 16 If that was the approach to the highest judicial institution of the communities, it is easy to guess that NHCs were simply ignored in this body of research. In fact, originally neither federalist theories, nor neo-functionalism or inter-governmentalism paid too much attention to judicial actors. As Burley and Mattli state, "The ECJ's accomplishments have long been the province only of lawyers, who either ignored or assumed their political impact. Beginning in the early 1980s, however, a small coterie of legal scholars began to explore the interaction between the court and the political institutions and processes of the EC." 17 It was not until then that the studies in European integration began to take on the role of the courts.
According to Britta Redher 18 it was in the mid-1980s-although the trend is more visible in the 1990s-when the number of studies devoted to judicial institutions in the process of European integration started to multiply. Landmark analyses such as those by Weiler, Garret, or Burley and Mattli date back to this period. 19 What happened at this stage was, fundamentally, that the two characteristics noted above started to blur. Although it of course continued to be one of the preferential objects of study in the field, 20 the European Court of Justice no longer monopolizes scholarly attention. National courts-in fact, usually national lower courts-began to be studied, even if usually with regards to their relation to the ECJ, as curiosity increased about the use of the preliminary reference procedure 21 or their reception of the constitutional principles of the EU such as of primacy and direct effect. 22 In parallel, NHCs and their rulings also started to gain attention, especially by law scholars. Analyses of the Maastricht-Urteil ruling of the German Constitutional Federal Court and the Kompetenz-Kompetenz doctrine abounded. 23 Subsequent sagas of rulings, such as G e r m a n L a w J o u r n a l Vol. have been especially prolific in doctrinal reviews, thus consolidating the analysis of NHCs as one of the core aspects of European judicial integration studies.
At the same time, the second characteristic, the hegemony of legal-doctrinal approaches, is not only eroded, but rather becomes obsolete. 26 Of course, doctrinal research continues to play an important role. And at the same time, European courts start to get the attention of social scientists, who approach them and their decisions from a different perspective, using as their starting point causal theories which they empirically test. Judicial politics literature is in this regard particularly important; during the late 1980s and the 1990s some of the most prominent scholars of the subdiscipline at the international level start to show an interest for European courts.
27 Political scientists like Karen Alter, 28 Alec Stone Sweet, 29 Walter Mattli, or Anne-Marie Slaughter 30 made ground-breaking contributions to the understanding of European judicial politics. The "discovery" of European courts by political scientists, in addition, provoked subsequent changes in some of the grand narratives about European integration, which now put judicial actors at their core. Neo-functionalism was deeply revised and renewed, 31 especially by Stone Sweet. Garret's neorealism 32 was considered a new form of inter-governmentalism. 33 In the area of legal scholarship, this is coupled with the tendency to go beyond purely legalist approaches, as is the case with Weiler's 34 influential writings and the general Law in Context literature as seen below.
C. A Varied Disciplinary Background: Approaches to the Study of National Higher Courts
As has been suggested above, at some point doctrinal approaches started to lose the monopoly of the study of judicial institutions in the process of European integration, especially as political scientists-and timidly also historians and sociologists-began to show interest in the subject. This varied disciplinary background constitutes probably one of the main riches of the subfield. Academics from different disciplines exhibit strongly different theoretical and methodological assumptions when studying NHCs. G e r m a n L a w J o u r n a l Vol. 18 No. 04 facets of NHCs in the process of integration, such as the motivations behind their behavior, the legal content of their rulings, or the normative implications of their decisions. While the diversity of epistemological "languages" spoken by the different scholarly communities often complicate transdisciplinary dialogue, when this exists it proves extremely fruitful.
In this Section I will analyze separately these main approaches to the study of NHCs in the process of European legal integration, describing the internal dynamics of each of them.
I. Legal-Doctrinal Approaches
Literature on European judicial integration has used several categories to refer to the works made by law scholars using a doctrinal approach. Dyèvre 35 has called them "formalpositivists," Karen Alter 36 referred to them as "legalists," Weiler 37 used the expression "formalists." Regardless, whatever label is chosen, it is not easy to clearly delimit the boundaries between this and other groups of studies. A reason is that works made by law scholars go clearly beyond mere doctrinal analyses of cases and incorporate into their narratives theoretical, political, or sociological reflections. 38 Additionally, social science empirical research might potentially incorporate legal considerations and the specific rationality of the legal sphere into its description of judicial behavior, as Grimmel recently advocated.
39 Tamanaha called studies which integrate legal variables into social science models "integrative approaches." 40 These approaches, unfortunately, are still scarcely applied to the study of NHCs in the process of integration.
For the purposes of this Article, I propose applying the label of "legal-doctrinal" studies to that research which basically uses the tools and approach of doctrinal analysisinterpretation of the cases with reference to the legal system, clarification of the law, systematization of the decisions, and construction of a narrative which offers a coherent view of the legal system, or criticizes the lack of it. Stone Sweet summarized the state of affairs of these works as follows: Simplifying a great deal, two types of legal scholarship dominate the field: (a) doctrinal analyses of the ECJ's case law, and (b) doctrinal analyses of the reception of that case law by national courts. . . . In the first . . . the approach implicitly assumes that there will be a crossnational unification of doctrine and practice, and treats resistance to constitutionalisation on the part of national judges as anomalous, deviant behaviour . . . . In the second, scholars assume that national law . . . mediates the reception of EC law and the ECJ's jurisprudence. National deviance from the blueprint laid down by the European Court is treated as normal rather than pathological.
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Unlike social sciences research, the great majority of legal-doctrinal works do not offer an "explanatory" model of judicial behavior. Rather, doctrinal analyses usually comment on a ruling or set of rulings from a merely legal perspective. In these studies, the causes of judicial decision-making are simply left out of the analyses. Description and interpretation, rather than the exploration of causation, are the main aims of this type of research.
Doctrinal research on NHCs in the process of judicial integration reproduces some of the general peculiarities of legal scholarship. Unlike scientific disciplines, legal academia is still largely fragmented along national lines. 42 This allowed the simultaneous development of different debates on the topic. On the one hand, debates in national scholar communities, which in some cases date back to rulings like Costa or the Internationale saga. On the other hand, a growing body of international literature, written mainly in English language, which has allowed the creation of a supranational, cross-border academic discussion on the topic. The national and supranational debates on NHCs have often been in close connection and have fed one another. Constitutional Council regarding the European integration has been abundant. The importance of these decisions can be showed by the fact that they have been covered by some of the most prestigious national law journals, such as Revue Française de Droit Constitutionnel, and by authors such as Dutheillet de Lamothe or François Luchaire. 43 Likewise, Spanish literature regarding the declarations of the Spanish Constitutional Court on EU treaties 44 and on EU law in general 45 has been significant. Indeed, Spanish authors such as López Castillo have also analyzed the rulings of other European NHCs. 46 The interest over this topic can be illustrated by the existence of specialized publications in the country that cover EU constitutional law, such as Revista de Derecho Constitucional Europeo.
In parallel, the subfield has witnessed the creation of a corpus of legal-doctrinal literature fully internationalized. Although, of course, a number of earlier precedents can be found, especially Costa v. Enel, the outburst of this type of studies took place with occasion of some landmark cases such as the Solange saga or the Maastricht-Urteil ruling, which attracted the interest of leading jurists such as Grimm, Weiler, and MacCormick. 47 The increasing attention paid by the international legal academia to these NHCs and their rulings seemed to crystallize in the first years of the twenty-first century in the creation of specialized academic publications such as European Constitutional Law Review, or semi-specialized ones like German Law Journal, which fostered the institutionalization of the subfield and stimulated further academic production. The processes of ratification of the major EU 43 Evolution, therefore, points towards growing attention paid to NHCs within legal-doctrinal literature, both at the national and international level. It is remarkable, indeed, that the legal-doctrinal literature has been in quantitative terms the hegemonic approach to the study of the decisions of the higher courts of the Member States on European Union matters. Social science empirical research regarding these cases has traditionally been notably scarcer.
II. Socio-Political Approaches
By socio-political 53 research, I refer to those studies that have been carried out using the theories, tools, and methodology of empirical social sciences, including both quantitative and qualitative analyses. Although it is possible to find instances of national socio-political research on NHCs in the process of European integration, 54 Although a few instances of sociological works can be found, 55 judicial politics research has had a protagonist role within this group of studies. As stated above, in the 1990s a number of specialists in this subdiscipline started to show interest for European courts. Unfortunately, some of them did not approach NHCs in detail, as is the case of Garret's neorealist model.
56 Although Garret at some point integrates "domestic courts" into his narrative, and even if he briefly refers to the relations between NHCs and the ECJ, 57 his analysis focuses on the later actor. 58 Karen Alter 59 and Alec Stone Sweet 60 paid more attention to NHCs. Although Alter focused more on inter-court dynamics while Stone Sweet analyzed the relation between judicial actors and the general process of integration, both seemed to agree on a number of aspects. They both considered that different judicial actors had different interests vis-à-vis European integration, so that NHCs were in general losers in the new scenario.
61 National lower courts had been empowered by EU law and by their relation to the ECJ. They often had an incentive to refer cases to Luxembourg, and through these references the ECJ could develop its "constitutional" doctrines. And with such doctrines, NHCs were disempowered. This would explain the resistance by judicial institutions such as the German Federal Constitutional Court, which accepted the new "constitutional" principles of EU law but grounded in and limited by its own national 58 Stone Sweet criticized the model by suggesting that "nothing in it helps to understand ECJ-national court interaction." Stone Sweet, supra note 41, at 310. 59 Alter, supra note 28. 60 See id., supra note 28. 61 See Alter, supra note 28, at 242; ALEC STONE SWEET, THE JUDICIAL CONSTRUCTION OF EUROPE 22 (2004). constitution. 62 In addition, it is worth mentioning the model developed by Slaughter and Mattli, 63 which also relied on the idea of judicial empowerment. In their piece, the authors develop a model to explain the behavior of national courts in the process of integration, combining incentives-willingness to gain or keep powers of judicial review, maximization of power and prestige vis-à-vis other national courts, and power to promote substantive policies-and constraints-the requirements of the legal discourse and, at the same time, democratic accountability. One of the most appealing aspects of this model is probably that it gives an important role to juridical factors and to the self-understanding of courts as legal actors.
Interestingly, most of the models mentioned above have a couple of things in common. First, many of them refer to self-empowerment as one of the basic explanatory accounts of judicial behavior. Mattli and Slaughter recalled that this idea was borrowed from Joseph Weiler, 64 showing the early emergence of cross-disciplinary dialogue in the field. Second, these studies did not focus exclusively on NHCs. In the best cases, the higher courts of the Member States were just one more of the actors to be scrutinized as part of the larger phenomenon of European judicial integration. Often, the protagonist was still the European Court of Justice.
The wave of socio-political research born in the 1990s has been for decades the mainstream reference in social sciences studies of European courts. And it still is. Only in the last years, a new body of socio-political studies with NHCs as the absolute protagonists has timidly started to emerge. Of course, NHCs have continued to be researched as part of more general studies about judicial institutions in the European Union, 65 and in some cases the impact of the process of European integration over these institutions has been analyzed. 66 But together with this, some pieces of research have started to focus mainly on NHCs and their decisions on EU law. A line of research lead by Closa has analyzed NHCs' decisions on EU treaties, explaining their behavior from neo-institutional assumptions and depicting them as strategic, cost-avoiding actors. 67 Additionally, using both quantitative 68 and game-theoretical approaches, 69 Dyèvre has made a number of significant contributions to the causal understanding of the attitude of these institutions vis-à-vis the European Court of Justice and its doctrine. This new wave of research shows the existence of a trend towards the consolidation of the study of NHCs in the process of European integration, also in the disciplines of the social sciences, and more specifically in political science.
III. Beyond Legal and Social Sciences Positivisms
There are, yet, a number of studies which can hardly be included in any of the two former categories. These studies are so diverse that they cannot be said to actually form an individual group, although many of them share the aim to offer accounts of European judicial integration which go beyond the positivist approaches in law or social sciences. Frequently, these studies have been very ambitious from a theoretical or philosophical perspective. Although many of them have been carried out by law scholars, they all go beyond the boundaries of purely "legalistic" research. They often combine legal and political considerations, exhibiting a certain taste for interdisciplinary and, specifically, for transdisciplinary dialogue. Some of them are heterodox legal studies which incorporate political or power-related reflections into their analysis, such as the early work of Stein or the more recent one by Bobek. 70 Others are "soft" political studies that analyze judiciaries without adhering to a strict positivist approach, like Dyèvre's recent comment on Karlsruhe's Lisbon decision. 71 Additionally, authors such as Von Bogdandy, Komarek, or Petkova have enriched the subfield with works which approach NHCs from the perspective of legal and/or political theory 72 while Rasmussen, Davies, and others have made important contributions from the perspective of legal history.
In addition to this general landscape, there are two streams of literature which cannot be considered as purely doctrinal or socio-political either, but which have a certain internal homogeneity in their theoretical or epistemological approaches and which have had an enormous impact in the subfield. These are the Law in Context research and, closely related to it, the constitutional pluralism literature. In both of them, the analysis and discussion of NHCs and their decisions has played a core role, thus inspiring further research on these institutions.
One of the most important branches of literature in general European judicial integration is that of Law in Context studies. The defining feature of this stream of research is its approach to the study of legal phenomena, which goes beyond exclusively legal considerations. This sui generis approach has been boosted by some of the leading publications in the field, such as European Law Journal, which defines itself as a "Review of European References, 1961 -95, 5 J. EUR. PUB. POL'Y 66, 69 (1998 In parallel to the Law in Context approach, and on occasions in clear connection with it, there exists a group of studies rooted in legal theory and generally referred to as constitutional pluralism literature. This body of research has provided for very valuable theoretical tools to understand European integration. In pluralists' approaches, legal analyses are sometimes intertwined with political considerations, but the emphasis is usually on the theoretical dimension of law. Among them, the work of MacCormick must be highlighted. The pieces of the Scottish legal philosopher on the Maastricht-Urteil decision of the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany 82 are still a reference in the subfield two decades later. Neil MacCormick's work addressed the new normative structure emerging from the development of the European legal system in parallel to national legal systems, conceptualizing the heterarchical coexistence of both legal systems in terms of constitutional pluralism. This idea of constitutional pluralism has been prolifically echoed in further research of legal 83 or interdisciplinary 84 character about the European Union, with NHCs being often at the core of this type of analysis. The inspiration of the ideas of MacCormick, as well as their discussion, can still be found in the latest wave of works in European legal theory, such as the recent studies by Fossum and Menendez 85 or Giuseppe Martinico.
D. A Diversified Research Agenda: Topics and Issues for Studying National Higher Courts
In the previous section I argued that studies of NHCs in the process of European integration can be classified into different disciplinary categories, which have their own internal dynamics and display different theoretical assumptions. Yet, in this section I shall argue that all of these different streams have converged in the analysis of a number of concrete objects of study. While the common focus on specific topics has by no means meant the "unification" of the subfield, it has at least provided for increasing cross-disciplinary dialogue, sometimes institutionalized through workshops, interdisciplinary research groups, etcetera. Clear disciplinary divides remain, but scholars have shown curiosity and a certain willingness to engage with the work of their colleagues from other disciplines.
I. NHCs and Ratification of EU Treaties
A first thematic approach has analyzed the rulings of NHCs in processes of ratification of EU Treaties. These cases are salient at least for two reasons. First, because these rulings give NHCs the chance to participate in the process of creation of European Union primary law, which has enormous legal and political implications. Second, because some of these rulings became essential landmarks of the so-called judicial dialogue with the ECJ. Among the pieces approaching these rulings both legal and political ones can be found. considered as a special type of rulings on EU treaties, have also sometimes attracted a certain interest in the subfield, as showed by the work of Sadurski and Kowalik-Banczyk.
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II. NHCs and Other Decisions on EU Law
In addition to their decisions on EU Treaties NHCs have issued other important rulings with implications for EU law, such as those on implementing legislation. The merits of these rulings have been more often the object of attention of law scholars, while political scientists have approached them as part of their analysis of other topics, such as the relations with the Court of Justice as seen below. Among doctrinal analyses, and beyond case studies of one particular ruling, two basic approaches can be identified. First, pieces such as that of Pollicino which make a general review of the case law of a particular court on EU law matters, which generally aim at identifying the "attitude" of such institution towards European integration and the European legal system. 93 Second, studies reviewing sagas of decisions, such as those on the European Arrest Warrant. 94 Finally, one of the most promising trends in the field are the recent works comparing and analyzing the general approach to EU law of a number NHCs, such as those of Albi and Wendel. 95 Furthermore, Evas provides for an interesting instance of how this can be done from an interdisciplinary approach. 96 
III. Judicial Dialogue, Judicial Conflict
The relations between NHCs, the ECJ and sometimes also the ECtHR have been one of the preferential objects of attention of scholars. On the one hand, NHCs have been protagonists of analyses for their preliminary references to the ECJ-or lack thereof. On the other hand, the rulings of the higher courts of Member States such as Germany, Denmark, or Poland have been widely discussed as they have set a number of exceptions to the unlimited primacy of EU law, based on the idea of ultra-vires review, the defense of national constitutional rights, or the protection of core constitutional provisions. Both lawyers and political scientists have made a significant effort to analyze this topic, although the perspectives employed by both of them have been generally divergent. In general, law scholars have used more theoretically-driven approaches and emphasized the mechanisms of formal and informal cooperation between NHCs and the ECJ. 97 Pluralist conceptions of law in the context of European integration have had a leading role in this type of analysis, 98 and the sweetening concept of "judicial dialogue" 99 has been used to frame inter-court relations. Yet, the theoretical emphasis on cooperation in doctrinal pieces has not avoided concessions to the idea that conflict underlies relations between courts in the process of "judicial integration," 100 especially in the situations in which such conflict has been more explicit. 101 Political science narratives, in contrast, were constructed around this idea of conflict. This sector of the literature has tried to understand the reasons behind such conflict with the idea of self-empowerment playing a core role. 102 These different emphases in cooperation and conflict are probably the crystallization of the different epistemological and theoretical assumptions of both disciplines, although fortunately the interactions in the field have allowed for a modicum of dialogue in these regards, showing the great awareness in both sides about the work of colleagues from the other discipline. 103 
IV. NHCs and the Euro-Crisis
Finally, the recent economic-and political-crisis of the European Union has been the context for a number of rulings by NHCs with important implications for European integration. Among these, rulings on the mechanisms of financial assistance, 104 as well as those on austerity measures, 105 have received the attention of, inter alia, Beck, Schmidt, or Fasone. Rulings on mechanisms of assistance-usually called bailouts-can be considered a special subtype of decisions on EU Treaties, although with important specificities. A good example is the ESM treaty, which is not formally a treaty of the EU and whose process of ratification did not require consensus of all Member States, as De Witte and Beukers recall. 106 Likewise, rulings on austerity measures can be considered close to decisions on general EU law, although in this case the differences are even more notable. Austerity measures were adopted by the Member States often at the instances of actors which had a clear relation to the process of integration, but which were acting outside the EU legislative and decision-making procedures-the so-called troika. NHCs' decisions dealing with the Euro-crisis, including the first reference of the German Federal Constitutional Court to the ECJ, 107 show the special moment that the European Union is going through. While most analyses of these decisions have been essentially doctrinal in character, pieces such as Fabbrini´s recent article have a clear interdisciplinary flavor. 108 These four topics, of course, do not exhaust the range of issues addressed by academics when studying the role of NHCs in the process of European integration, but they probably constitute the most salient ones. For all of them, examples of inter-disciplinary work or cross-disciplinary dialogue have been provided. By attracting the attention of scholars from different disciplines around a topic placed in the boundary between the national and the supranational, the analysis of NHCs in the process of integration has become a unique site for fruitful academic production.
E. Conclusions
One of the most striking features of seminal studies is that they often advance the features that the whole field that they are creating will display in the future. This is precisely the case with the piece entitled The Bonn Constitution and the European Community Treaties. A Study on Judicial Frustration, which Karl Loewestein wrote about the role of the German Federal Constitutional Court in the process of ratification of the European Defense Community Treaty.
109 First, as said before, this work was one of the earliest analyses about NHCs in the process of European integration, a subfield which decades later shows a notable degree of autonomy and consolidation. Second, the German academic, who was forced to exile from his homeland during the Nazi period, published his work in English in the distinguished The Yale Law Journal, making it accessible to a wider community beyond that of the country in which the ruling had been issued. Internationalization would become, with the years, one of the structuring features of the subfield. And third, the study is an extraordinary example of inter-disciplinary work. Loewestein's research often combined law and politics, and this piece was no exception to the general rule. Indeed, the description of courts as strategic actors, which the author uses to depict the German court, has been one of the core ideas of works in the subfield for decades. Surprisingly, subsequent pieces on NHCs in the process of integration have not often acknowledged the foundational character of this early work, which might still remain unknown to many. And yet, six decades later its seed has germinated, giving rise to a subfield which attracts the interest of world-leading academics. The higher courts of the Member States and the role they play in the EU are essential to understanding Law in Context literature and constitutional pluralism theories. The subfield is the site where the interests of lawyers and political scientists converge, and where theorists and empiricist engage in dialogue. Rulings such as Crotty or Maastricht-Urteil are not accidents. They are the result of the institutional design of the European political edifice as well as the consequence of the constitutional architectures of Member States, which allow higher courts to be easily "invited" to participate in the discussion about the European Union. Because everything points at these institutional and constitutional elements remaining stable in the future, the
